The present paper examines psych-verbs in the history of English. As is well-known, object experiencers are reanalyzed as subject experiencers in many of the modern European languages. I discuss one such change in detail, namely the change in the verb fear from meaning 'to frighten, cause to fear' to meaning 'to fear'. The reason for the change may be the loss of the morphologically overt causative and a change in the set of light verbs. Object experiencers are constantly lost but I show there is also a continual renewal through external borrowing and internal change from physical to mental impact. A last change I discuss is the one where Subject Experiencers are reanalyzed as Agents in a V(oice)P.
Introduction
Psych-verbs express mental states and involve the inclusion of an experiencer argument. Frighten and fear are psych-verbs because they need an experiencer argument. In the case of frighten, this experiencer is an object, as shown in (1a), and in the case of fear, it is a subject, shown in (1b) (1) a. That alien frightens him.
him=object experiencer b. He fears that alien. he=subject experiencer
Alternations such as in (1) have been very influential for theories and formulations of theta-marking. How can verbs such as frighten have experiencer theta-roles that function as grammatical objects in (1a) whereas verbs such as fear have experiencers that function as grammatical subjects in (1b)? According to the UTAH, formulated in (2), identical thematic relations should have similar structural positions.
(2) Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH) Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by identical structural relationships between those items at the level of D-Structure. (from Baker 1988: 46) Belletti and Rizzi (1988) and Pesetsky (1995) , to name but a few, have proposed (generative) accounts whereby the alternation in (1) obeys the UTAH in (2). Pesetsky, in particular, has argued that that alien is a cause in (1a) but subject matter (or theme) in (1b). If we then formulate a Thematic Hierarchy, as in (3) from Pesetsky (1995) , experiencers are higher than subject matter but lower than cause. The higher an argument is on the Thematic Hierarchy, the higher it is in the tree and the earlier it is pronounced. This then accounts for the order of arguments in (1).
An analysis using the notion of cause in (1a) makes sense in the light of Croft (1993) who shows that, in many languages (e.g. Lakhota and Classical Nahuatl), experiencer object verbs are marked with a causative affix. In this paper, I follow Arad (1998) , Folli and Harley (2005) , Pylkkänen (2008) and others who have suggested that little v can have different flavors, e.g. cause or state. I chronicle what happens to little v diachronically where psych-verbs are concerned. Arad's (1998) proposal, based on Ruwet (1972) and Bouchard (1995) , has perhaps been the most influential for the psych-verbs. Bouchard and Arad argue that any argument can be an experiencer and that the differences in types of psych-verbs are due to aspectual properties. I will use v and V heads for aspectual information.
There are many verbs with experiencer arguments, e.g. verbs of perception and cognition (see Bossong 1998 , Haspelmath 2001 , Verhoeven 2007 for a typo-logical perspective). One of the tendencies is for languages to change towards expressing the experiencer as subject rather than as object, something we'll see in this paper as well. Object experiencers, such as in (1a), are reanalyzed as subject experiencers, such as in (1b). This change is well-known from the Old English verb lician 'please' (Lightfoot 1979 and Allen 1995) which starts to be used in its modern meaning of like. Haspelmath (2001) shows that many languages spoken in Europe (his Standard Average European) use the subject experiencer strategy and the Atlas and Survey of Pidgin and Creole Linguistic Structure (Michaelis et al. 2013: 264-271) confirms that with verbs like and fear the subject experiencer is the most frequent pattern.
In this paper, I add (a) more detail on the changes in the reanalysis of the verb fear as a subject experiencer (sections 2 and 3), (b) a discussion of the constant renewal of object experiencers through external borrowing and internal change (section 4), and (c) data on the reanalysis of subject experiencers as agents (section 5). Thus, one aim is to show that the direction of change is from object to subject experiencer and that object experiencer verbs continue to be renewed. I also provide a framework for understanding changes in argument structure in terms of changes in the vP-shell and suggest a preliminary 'explanation'.
Experiencer verbs in Old English: the reanalysis of object experiencers
In this section, I first provide a partial list of the first attested use of certain psychverbs. How they first appear provides us insight into the changes they undergo. I then review the reanalysis of object experiencers as argued by van der Gaaf (1904 ), Jespersen (1909 -1949 , Lightfoot (1979) , Fischer and van der Leek (1980) , and Allen (1995). Table 1 provides a partial list of Modern English psych-verbs as well as their first occurrence with the meaning they currently have, as gleaned from the OED. I am only including verbs with two DP arguments, not with clausal ones.
Psych-verbs
The reason for providing the list is that it shows several important developments in the history of English. (a) Many of the verbs that are now psych-verbs have become so recently. This indicates a lot of change. (b) A few subject experiencer verbs have remained stable, namely dread, hate, and love. (c) Some of the object experiencers have been reanalyzed as subject experiencers, e.g. like, fear, and loathe (see Table 2 ), but not the other way round. (d) Some of the renewals in the object experiencer verbs show causative markers (fright-en, in-furiate, embitter, and terr-ify) . (e) Verbs that alternate, such as grieve and delight, have the object experiencer use as the earlier use and there may be an additional preposition or auxiliary for subject experiencers. This all shows a reanalysis from object experiencer to subject experiencer verb. Table 2 summarizes the most obvious changes from object experiencer to subject experiencer. The table also shows there is overlap between the uses and I will show in section 3 that, in certain transitionary texts, a verb may be used with an experiencer subject or experiencer object, as argued in Fischer and van der Leek (1980) . Another point of interest is that (object experiencer) verbs sometimes disappear. Table 1 shows that please is introduced in 1350 as an object experiencer verb. We might expect it to become a subject experiencer but that has not happened 1 . At the moment, however, there is a loss of this verb, as Figure 1 shows for the last 20 years of instances of the verb pleases in the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) and Figure 2 for the last 200 years in Corpus of Historical American English (COHA). What these figures show is that, in the period between 1990 and 1999, there are 42 instances of 'X pleases Y' but that the number decreases to 24 in the decade that follows. The same tendency is confirmed by looking at COHA which gives data for a 200 year period. The number provided under the absolute number is the occurrence per million words and here too the decline is obvious, from 14 per million in the period between 1810 and 1820 to a little more than 1 per million in the last decade of the 20 th century.
This loss of the use of certain object experiencer verbs may be due to the same reason as the reanalysis, namely that object experiencers are hard to acquire. I discuss this point more at the end of section 3.5. Having provided some data to show that psych-verbs, in particular object experiencer ones, are quite unstable, in 2.2, I elaborate on some earlier thoughts on the reanalysis of object experiencer verbs. In the last section, I provide some reasons for their instability.
From object to subject experiencer
Psych-verbs, as earlier mentioned, express psychological states and involve an experiencer thematic role rather than an agent. This experiencer may act like the grammatical subject of the sentence but need not. In the latter case, the sentence may lack a referential subject and we use the term impersonal (Malchukov and Siewierska 2011) . Impersonal verbs, psych-verbs included, have been the subject of discussion in much historical work, e.g. van der Gaaf (1904 ), Jespersen (1909 -1949 , Lightfoot (1979) , Fischer and van der Leek (1980) , Allen (1995) , and Möhlig-Falke (2012) to name but a few.
Many have argued that the demise of impersonal verbs occurred due to case syncretism. However, Fischer and van der Leek (1980) argue that this cannot be so due to texts that have verbs with both meanings and Allen (1995) shows that the use of Experiencer objects continues well after the time that case was lost and that some verbs were introduced with an Experiencer Subject showing the construction was alive. The same continuation is obvious from work by Miura (2011) and others. The division in experiencer verbs that Allen (1995) adopts for Old English is the three-fold one of Elmer (1981) . In that system, constructions, as in (4), with a dative experiencer and nominative theme or causer are labeled I, those, as in (5), with a nominative experiencer and genitive theme are referred to as II, and those with dative or accusative experiencer and genitive theme N. An example of the latter is given in (6). A list of the three types of verbs can be found in Table 3 . Of these, ail, like, loathe, yearn, long, and shame are still in use but like and loathe have changed from class I to II and long from N to II. Shame is now only used in passive participle form. Hate is not listed in this set but it is of type II, as (7) shows.
(7) Doð þaem wel þe eow aer hatedon. do those well that you earlier hated 'Do well to those who formerly hated you.' (OED, c897 AElfred Pastoral Care xxxiii. 222) Note that types I and N overlap but are not similar. Type N is experiencer initial (Allen 1995: 104) and never has a dummy hit. This suggests the experiencer is a subject. Type I has the experiencer first when it is a pronoun but overall experiencers are "more likely to follow … the Theme" (Allen 1995: 109) .
In the next section, my focus will be on one verb and the various changes that affect it. I agree with Allen and others that the loss of case was not the reason behind this change because these verbs continue to be used long after the case was lost. Instead, I attribute it to a change in the set of light verbs due to a loss of the morphological causative.
The verb faeran/fear
In this section, I provide data that show the change that the verb fear undergoes from Old to Middle to Modern English. I then look at some interesting characteristics of both the disappearing object experiencer construction and of the innovative subject experiencer one. 
From 'frighten' to 'fear'
From Old English until the late 14th century, the verb faeran means 'to frighten'; see (8).
(8) Þa bodan us faerdon =ExpObj the messengers us frightened 'The messengers frightened us.' (OED, AElfric Deut i. 28)
In the Middle English Dictionary, the entry for feren has both meanings 'to frighten' and 'to fear (respect)'. I provide all instances of these two meanings from the MED in (9) and (10) A few points are worth noting: (a) the causative paraphrase in another version of (9b) and this is not unusual, (b) the mention of a result in (9c), (9e), and (9h) and an instrument in (9f) and (9g), and (c) the use of a reflexive in (10b) and (10g). I'll discuss all three of these details now, starting with the causative.
Object experiencers are causatives
In section 1, it was mentioned that object experiencers involve causatives structures and that they are marked with an overt causative morpheme in some languages. In this section, I show that this is true in Old English too.
A verb with the meaning 'to frighten' has an inherent causative meaning. According to the OED, the Old English verb fǽran 'fear' has its origin in a causative form *fae rjan, a weak verb 'to terrify' that derives from the noun fae r. Garcia Garcia's (2012) list of more or less productive causatives in Old English includes several psych-verbs and they are all object experiencer verbs: a-hwaenan 'vex, afflict', gremman 'enrage', a-bylgan 'anger', swencan 'harrass', a-þrytan 'weary', waegan 'vex', and wyrdan 'annoy'.
Older Germanic languages and Old English have verbalizing -j/-i affixes that add a causer to the argument set. In Gothic, these are clearly visible, as shown in Table 4 . Note that the -an suffix adds the infinitive ending, not important for the present paper.
By the time of Old English, phonological processes have made the affix mostly invisible, as shown in Table 5 , and all that's left is an effect on the stem vowel (as is still the case in Modern English intransitive fall, sit, and lie and causative fell, set, and lay). 
blinds 'blind' gablind-j-an 'to blind' Lass (1994: 166) writes that, by Old English, the function of -i as causativizer is visible only in a small group of verbs, in line with Visser (1963) and Bosworth and Toller (1898) . I agree with Ottosson (2009: 51) , who concludes that even though the j-causatives were less transparent in Old English, this formation may still have been somewhat productive. After the evidence is lost more and more, verbs become increasingly labile in English (from 80 in Old English to 800 in Modern English; see McMillion 2006 and van Gelderen 2011) .
Thus, by the end of Old English, the causative morphology is no longer transparent and analytic forms get to be used, e.g. the light verb do, as in (11) The prefix en-is extremely popular for a while but many die out, e.g. enfear in (13c) but also enwiden, enweaken, ensoak, enstuff, and enquicken (s.v. en-in the OED).
In 3.2, I have discussed the demise of the morphological causative in Old English and the renewal of the causative through light verbs and prefixes borrowed from French. I'll come back to these changes in 3.5.
The result and instrument
Now let's turn to the goal or instrument being very frequent in (9) above. Other such examples are (14), and also occur with particles, as in (15) Having a goal or instrument accompany a causative, such as fear, reinforces the change of state typical of a causative. I will come back to this point in my analysis in 3.5.
Reflexives causing ambiguity
There are early cases with ambiguity, as in (16), depending on whether the postverbal pronoun is seen as a reflexive or not. Thus, it is not clear whether (16a) means 'I frighten myself that …' or 'I fear that …' These ambiguous sentences occur mainly when the cause/subject matter is clausal and sentence-final, as in (16), but also without these, as in (17). The same text may have a causative with object experiencer as well as a reflexive with subject experiencer, as (18a) and (18b) I'll now turn to a possible account for the loss of the experiencer object.
The loss of the causative and a reanalysis of little v
I will now turn to the analysis of experiencer verbs and the reason for the change from object to subject experiencer. In short, the loss of the morphological causative, as outlined in 3.2, makes the construction less transparent and, in accordance with work by Schein (1993) and Kratzer (1996) , I argue that Themes are parts of the lexical entry of the verb and that this makes experiencer objects difficult to process and that the thematic hierarchy is in conflict with an animacy hierarchy. First, I'll provide an analysis of the changes. Much work in recent years (e.g. Ramchand 2008), assumes three layers in the traditional VP-area, a high little v that can be aspectually marked as an eventive by an initiator bringing about a change of state (either intentionally or not) or as a stative by an experiencer, as in (20); the middle layer which houses the measured or affected argument, as in (21); and the lowest layer with a result or goal argument, as in (22). (20) do, make, put, -ify, -ate, -en, and en-, as shown in (11), (12) , and (13). There is also an increased use of the instrument in (14) and result in (15) that helps to emphasize the change of state typical of the causative that is losing its marking. The light verbs, however, are highly various as well, as e.g. Clancy (2010) has shown. Thus, do could mean 'give, make, let, put' in one early Middle English text. This multi-functionality points to a situation where the contents of v are unclear and reanalysis can occur.
Cross-linguistically, reflexives are often affixed to the verb and bring about changes in valency and aspect. For instance, in Romance, reflexives mark incho-ativity and what were earlier reflexives in Scandinavian are now used as passives. I will therefore argue that reflexives are ambiguous between phrase-and head-status. The reflexive experiencer in (16b) can be analyzed as in (23) 
The latter stage enables a reanalysis from the causal 'frighten' to 'fear', with a structure as in (25). (25) vP
Having described the changes in the argument structure, possibly started by the loss of the causative, the question arises why this happens. I will suggest two reasons.
First, Ryan (2012) shows that the Theme theta-role appears in data from first language acquisition, that is before the Agent or any other theta-role. This fits with Schein (1993) and Kratzer (1996) who argue that the Theme cannot be introduced via a light verb but is relevant to the meaning of the lexical verb. This makes Themes into natural grammatical objects and Experiencer objects possibly hard to learn. This then might cause their reanalysis as subject Experiencers.
Secondly, the reason for the renewal by certain causative verbs is possibly prelinguistic in Jackendoff's (2002: 245) sense. When animacy hierarchies are incongruous with thematic hierarchies, the child will try to reconcile the two. Thus, with causatives whose highest argument is an inanimate and whose lowest argument is an animate, e.g. 'a ball stunned me', the Theme is 'upgraded' to an Experiencer. If we assume an animacy hierarchy is important pre-linguistically, semantically, and pragmatically, the thematic hierarchy of (2) is the grammaticalization of this, i.e. an exaptation of the semantic animacy hierarchy to syntax 2 . Once in a while, there is conflict between the two and then the latter may prevail.
Renewal of experiencer object verbs
Interestingly, it turns out that many of the current Object Experiencer verbs are loans, e.g. anger is a loan from Old Norse. Another source for renewal is through internal change and, in some cases, this use is quite recent, e.g. worry has the meaning of 'kill' in Old English and only appears with the meaning of 'to vex' in the 19th century. This use remains in British English where 'dogs can worry sheep' by biting their throats. Table 6 provides a few of the sources of renewal. I will focus on internal change. Haspelmath (2001) , based partly on Cole et al (1980) , suggests two changes: in the Experiencer Object and changes in verbal meaning. (a) Experiencer Objects first acquire subject behavior. (b) Verbs change from concrete to abstract, e.g. fascinate and stun originally mean 'to bewitch' and 'to deprive of consciousness or of power of motion by a blow', respectively. I'll focus on (b).
In the pre-Experiencer Object meaning, these verbs have Agent or Causer subjects, as (26) and (27) show, but they have developed experiential meanings, as shown in (28) and (29). The argument structure of the two verbs has changed from Agent (or Causer) and Theme to Theme (or Cause) and Experiencer. Other such verbs are worry, thrill, astonish, and grieve. The verb worry meant 'to kill by strangling/compressing the throat' in Old and Middle English, as in (30), with an Agent and Theme and is reanalyzed as a verb with an Agent and an object experiencer. The verb thrill meant 'to pierce ', as in (31) , and is similarly later changed into an object experiencer. The verb astonish has an earlier variant aston(i)e, as in (32a), of which the OED says "perhaps the ending is due to Old French past participle estoné" but which Morris (1866: 286) says is from Old English stunian 'to strike' and (32b) seems to confirm that. There are early instances that are already ambiguous, as given in (32c).
(32) a. Hou it ssolde ous ssende and astonie.
'How it should destroy and stun us' (OED, 1340, Ayenbite (1866) 126) b. The changes are very gradual. For instance, uses of worry and grieve with the meanings of 'strangle' and 'do bodily harm', respectively, occur till the 19th century, as in (35) and (36) In short, object experiencers are indeed reanalyzed as subject experiencers and new object experiencers arise through the reanalysis of the Theme as an Experiencer. This occurs because a physically affected object can be seen as mentally affected too, as explained in Ruwet (1972) , Bouchard (1995) , Arad (1998) .
From experiencer to agent
The last change to look at is one that is currently attracting some attention, namely that from stative to non-stative and from subject experiencer to agent, as in (38) to (41). Anecdotally, this construction is blamed on a fast food add and on facebook where people are urged to 'like' certain stories, as in (42).
(42) I don't know that an anti-Gingrich or Romney or Obama group on Facebook that has a lot of people liking it is going to have a big impact on the campaign, but this is how people organize themselves these days online. (COCA Spoken 2012)
The COCA corpus has 1157 instances of liking as a verb, with most instances in fiction. Many of these are complements to auxiliaries such as keep on, stop, and end up, as in (43), and are still stative.
(43) she ended up liking it more than maybe she would have thought.
(COCA Spoken 2012)
Looking at the auxiliary be followed by the verb liking, there is a steady set of such examples, e.g. six instances in 2011 in the spoken portion of COCA, namely those given in (44). (44) Frequently used diagnostics to determine if arguments are Agents or Experiencers are the use of deliberately with Agents, personally with Experiencers, and -er with Agents. Neither deliberately nor the -er occur with fear yet which means the reanalysis isn't complete. Structurally, we could argue that when Experiencers are reanalyzed as Agents, the change from (48a) to (48b) happens. There is a 'promotion' of the Experiencer due to the loss of the stative character of fear. The change discussed in this section, i.e. the introduction of sentences such as (38), involves a reanalysis of the light verb from stative to non-stative aspect. With animate specifiers of vP, such reanalysis is always possible.
Conclusion
In this paper, I have looked at some changes in the meaning and argument structure of verbs and have attributed those to changes in the repertoire of light verbs. In sections 2 and 3, I discuss the well-known reanalysis of object experiencers as subject experiencers. I focus on the changes of the verb faeran, which changes from meaning 'to frighten' (object experiencer) to 'to fear' (subject experiencer) and identify some factors that give us insight into the reasons behind the reanalysis, e.g. the frequent strengthening of the old meaning by a causative light verb and the use of a reflexive with the new meaning. These additions provide evidence of a change in the light verb inventory.
In section 4, I examine the sources of renewal for object experiencers. Some are borrowed while others arise through a reanalysis of a class of verbs where the highest theta-role is ambiguous between agent and causer. The theme is seen as experiencer and a new object experiencer arises. A last change, discussed in section 5, is the change of subject experiencer psych-verb to regular transitive. I suggest that language-external reasons play a role.
I have described three major changes in the argument structure of verbs in terms of light verbs. In section 3, I have also accounted for why these changes might have taken place. There are two different reasons for this preference for reanalyzing experiencer objects as subjects. One is based on the special status of the Theme and a second is based on discrepancies regarding animacy that occur as a result of grammaticalization.
